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Critique has a central role in  the advancement of scholarship. It 
can and has transformed, and at times 
revolutionized, anthropological think-
ing by revealing fundamental flaws of 
logic and bias in scholarly orthodoxies 
and the power asymmetries to which 
they are aligned. Some of these biases 
are consciously held logical frameworks 
while others include less discursive forms 
of knowledge construction—facets of 
ideology that Anthony Giddens (1984) 
argued were both more powerful than 
declared intentions and less visible—at 
least to those not occupying a subaltern 
perspective. Challenges to the latter 
unravel our foundational expectations 
of reality and, if resonant, can “make 
us squirm,” as some of us have noted 
(La Salle and Hutchings 2016:165; Mar-
tindale and Lyons 2014:430). Thus we 
welcome this opportunity to respond to 
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La Salle and Hutchings’ critique of the 
special section, “Community-Oriented 
Archaeology,” which appeared in 2014 
in the Canadian Journal of Archaeology. 
This discussion raises issues that resonate 
locally, globally (see also Hutchings and 
La Salle 2015) and beyond archaeology. 
Issues of power, positionality, and 
knowledge construction have consis-
tently been playing out in the discourse 
about Indigenous heritage, and the 
role of archaeology therein. As one 
of us (Nicholas 2010a) has argued, 
some archaeologists have moved past 
a crossroads in which the old guard of 
non-Indigenous scholars with non-Indig-
enous assumptions studying Indigenous 
history and culture via archaeology have 
been challenged by both Indigenous 
scholars (e.g., Atalay 2012; Bruchac 
2014; Nicholas 2010b; Reimer 2011; Two 
Bears 2006; Watkins 2010a) and by those 
non-Indigenous scholars working in aid 
of ensuring a broader, more accom-
modating archaeology. Archaeology 
is changed and is changing as a result 
of this critique.1 This was a position 
expanded on in “Community-Oriented 
Archaeology.”
However, La Salle and Hutchings 
argue that not only do our efforts not go 
far enough in moving in that direction 
but, more troublingly and despite our 
language of inclusion, we are guilty of 
calculated or ignorant attempts to slow 
the critique and preserve our places of 
privilege as “authorities” of the Indig-
enous past.2 These are serious charges.
Have we facilitated the exclusion of 
Indigenous voices from our work for 
self-serving ends? To some extent we 
have, and aspects of La Salle and Hutch-
ings’ criticism are both valid of us and 
applicable to much of archaeology. 
However, it is mildly ironic that the same 
criticism can and should be leveled at 
La Salle and Hutchings: a search of their 
publications reveals that their academic 
careers are based on critique and, unlike 
ourselves, they have no visible collabo-
rations with Indigenous communities. 
That said, our reply is not intended as 
an ad hominem tit for tat. We recognize 
the role of critique but argue that the 
practice of archaeology in partnership 
with Indigenous communities is of value 
in exploring and confronting archaeo-
logical ethnocentrism and untethering 
archaeology from its colonial anchors. 
Indeed, our response is not directed at 
La Salle and Hutchings per se, but to 
the Indigenous communities with whom 
we work. We firmly believe that this is 
not merely an academic exercise but 
something that has real consequences 
for Indigenous peoples and thus for 
contemporary society in general.
Despite their combative tone, La Salle 
and Hutchings’ logic is closely aligned 
with ours, as we elaborate on below. We 
do much of what they argue we do not 
do and we do not do things of which they 
accuse us. In this reply, we itemize and 
clarify these issues. In what follows, we 
start by correcting factual errors before 
moving to an analysis of four foundational 
issues: 1) Can archaeology reveal history? 
2) Does archaeology inevitably contribute 
to marginalizing Indigenous peoples? 
3) Are archaeology and other forms of 
scholarship simply self-serving acts of 
maintaining the colonial status quo? 
and 4) Does archaeology have value to 
Indigenous communities and other mar-
ginalized or subaltern peoples? We argue 
that archaeology can be about history, 
can confront colonialism, is not simply a 
Western self-serving indulgence, and can 
have value to Indigenous communities in 
Canada and elsewhere. We suggest that 
the model that most advances this goal, 
the model that our papers explored, is 
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archaeology in partnerships with descent 
communities, which in settler contexts 
are primarily Indigenous.
Errors in La Salle and Hutchings
Seven charges have been leveled: 1) that 
our compilation does not define archae-
ology; 2) that we exclude an analysis of 
private sector Cultural Resource Man-
agement; 3) that we ignore archaeolo-
gy’s role in contemporary constructions 
of identity; 4) that we hijack the concept 
of community orientation for self-
serving goals; 5) that we ignore racism 
in archaeology; 6) that we exclude non-
academics and non-Indigenous scholars 
from our work; and 7) that we did not 
invite La Salle to join the special section 
in order to marginalize her critique. 
1. Defining “Archaeology”
La Salle and Hutchings (2016:164) 
argue that “few of the authors in this 
collection directly address their vision of 
what archaeology is,” and that 
by not defining archaeology in 
terms of how it is most commonly 
practiced, we argue the collective 
work misses the mark, with serious 
consequences for descendent com-
munities [La Salle and Hutchings 
2016:166].
In fact, archaeology is defined and 
described in nine points in the first 
paragraph of the editors’ introduction 
(Martindale and Lyons 2014:425) as: 
1) a relationship between archaeologists 
and the people they study; 2) stories that 
archaeologists tell about the people of 
the past; 3) an imperfect relationship 
between materiality in the present and 
the people of history; 4) an issue that 
archaeologists oversimplify based on 
expectations they have about their own 
lives; 5) a set of limitations with respect 
to understanding history; 6) a vulnerabil-
ity to ethnocentrism in archaeology that 
increases when archaeologists and the 
people they study have cultural distance; 
7) a double standard in which archaeol-
ogy values its own Western-derived way 
of knowing over that of the people it 
claims to represent; 8) a discipline that 
confers privileges to archaeologists at the 
expense of Indigenous peoples (though 
we also note that this asymmetry extends 
to African-American, Latino, and Chi-
nese communities, as well as others); and 
9) an asymmetrical system of power in 
which the dominant archaeological view 
does not perceive the asymmetry. 
La Salle and Hutchings also state that, 
“The clearest attempt to define archae-
ology is by Angela Piccini and David 
Schaepe (2014:467, citing Clarke 1973:6) 
who state ‘archaeology is what archaeolo-
gists do.’” The full quote is considerably 
richer and captures many of the ideas 
La Salle and Hutchings claim to value. 
Quite simply, “archaeology is 
what archaeologists do” (Clarke 
1973:6). That is, archaeological 
practice makes rather than finds 
archaeology; it is a discipline that 
does “not start with its own self-
definition, but with practices that 
have come to be called archaeo-
logical” (Shanks 2012:41). What is 
at stake in the contemporary work 
of archaeology, then, is the con-
tinuing need to account for archae-
ology’s entangled enactments—of 
archaeologists,  communities, 
traditions, habits, technologies, 
landscapes, bureaucracies, tools, 
materials—of the past in the pres-
ent in order, ultimately, to practice 
archaeology better (Kintigh et al. 
2014; Sassaman 2014).
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La Salle and Hutchings (2016:167) 
further argue that the perceived lack 
of a definition for archaeology permits 
our obfuscation on its transformation, 
thus creating “a short-sighted and 
potentially dangerous approach that 
ignores the politics of heritage construc-
tion”. However, our definition explicitly 
states from the outset that archaeology 
is vulnerable to being the ethnocen-
tric expression of vested interests. We 
argue forcefully that this vulnerability 
includes structural asymmetries such 
as heritage legislation and the power of 
capital (Martindale and Lyons 2014:426, 
429–430) and cultural asymmetries such 
as racism and the construction of knowl-
edge (Martindale and Lyons 2014:430; 
Martindale and Nicholas 2014:441–442) 
that are the colonial legacies of settler 
nations such as Canada. Indeed, our 
thesis is that:
The complexities of this endeavor 
are often overlooked within the 
practice of community-oriented 
archaeology, especially by non-
Indigenous archaeologists working 
with Indigenous descent communi-
ties. We further argue that these 
complexities emerge both from 
the foundational assumptions of 
the discipline and the naiveté of 
archaeological practitioners, nei-
ther of which need undermine the 
utility of a community-oriented 
practice. We conclude that while a 
community-oriented archaeology 
should promote a more sophisti-
cated archaeology, a clearer sense 
of why is needed [Martindale and 
Lyons 2014:426]. 
L a t e r ,  M a r t i n d a l e  a n d  L y o n s 
(2014:429) propose an answer to where 
power inequalities emerge in archaeol-
ogy: 
the structural asymmetries of 
funding and law mean that in the 
absence of an intentional ethical 
purpose, archaeological practice 
in both CRM and research contexts 
easily benefits the archaeologist at 
the expense of the descent com-
munity.
In this we are in accord with La Salle and 
Hutchings, despite their critique that we 
are not.
2. Excluding CRM
La Salle and Hutchings argue that, 
we therefore conclude Commu-
nity-Oriented Archaeology is 
defining archaeology as academic, 
a narrow and outdated view that 
ignores cultural resource manage-
ment (CRM).
As noted above, the colonial imposition 
of legal and economic asymmetries are 
foundational to our view of archaeology. 
Approximately 15% (25 of 170 pages) 
of the special section discusses the CRM 
industry, including two papers that focus 
on the subject:3 Angelbeck and Grier 
(2014), who argue that long-term CRM-
First Nations partnerships confront such 
asymmetries, and Connaughton et al. 
(2014) who argue that ethical practice 
is possible within (and despite) the 
constraints of the CRM industry. Their 
analysis outlines the barriers within the 
CRM industry to ethical practice; to 
suggest that this reproduces a “culture 
of silence” (La Salle and Hutchings 
2016:174) is inaccurate. Mike Leon’s 
(Katzie First Nation) voice confronting 
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both silence and tokenism is clear in 
Connaughton et al. (2014:552):
First Nation members should go 
into the field knowing that when 
they are working with archaeolo-
gists, the government, and/or the 
developers, that they are there to 
participate in the process. There-
fore, all parties involved in devel-
opment must understand that the 
presence of First Nations is just as 
important as that of the archaeolo-
gists.
La Salle and Hutchings (2016:173) 
further argue “archaeology/CRM may 
be viewed as statecraft, government 
technology designed to clear Indigenous 
heritage from the landscape in advance 
of economic development”. While we 
agree that there is a state intervention via 
archaeology upon Indigenous territory, 
we disagree that archaeology is simply or 
inevitably statecraft. Archaeology and its 
CRM manifestations exist in many forms, 
some of which actively confront govern-
ment intrusion into both heritage and 
Indigenous territory (see Lyons et al. 
2012a for a fuller discussion). Such 
sweeping generalizations ignore both 
the co-option of archaeological practice 
by First Nations (see Connaughton et al. 
2014; Menzies 2015a, 2015b, for exam-
ple), and the substantial influence First 
Nations governments employ in discus-
sions with regulators about the treat-
ment of archaeological resources (see 
Lyons et al. 2012a). 
La Salle and Hutchings argue that the 
current system is sufficiently flawed that 
it must be abandoned. We propose a dif-
ferent assessment of the current context 
and thus of archaeological practice. In 
contrast, our approach is to advocate 
for the development of partnerships 
with Indigenous communities, as well 
as to agitate for change in heritage leg-
islation4 (e.g., IPinCH 2015; Welch and 
Ferris 2014). While we respect La Salle 
and Hutchings’ view that the system 
is deeply flawed, we believe that many 
archaeologists—in CRM, academic, and 
government contexts—are transform-
ing their practices to be of benefit to 
Indigenous communities. Indeed, our 
special section is an exploration of such 
transformations, and we are not alone in 
either this ambition or this approach. As 
Atalay et al. (2014:9) argue, disruptions 
of the power imbalances in archaeology 
are more effective and more appropri-
ate when emergent from partnerships 
of practice than, “top-down, researcher-
driven, or government mandated.”
3. Ignoring Identity
La Salle and Hutchings argue that 
the authors collectively reproduce 
the culture of silence around 
archaeology’s pivotal role in the 
ongoing disempowerment of 
Indigenous peoples, their heritage, 
and their land. These omissions 
are significant because it is in the 
acts of forgetting and erasure that 
archaeologists do the most harm to 
living communities [La Salle and 
Hutchings 2016:174]. 
In fact, we address this issue frequently, 
as for example, 
When non-Indigenous archae-
ologists apply causal logic to Indig-
enous history that they do not 
apply to themselves or to their own 
histories, it re-creates the double 
standard that Western people 
consistently apply to Aboriginal 
people: that their capabilities are 
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somehow different [Martindale 
and Lyons 2014:430]. 
Five articles in the special section 
address this issue specifically. Martin-
dale and Nicholas (2014) argue that 
archaeological claims of scientific neu-
trality perpetuate a double standard in 
which cultural tradition (such as spiritu-
ality) are permitted when archaeologists 
study Western history but disavowed 
when the subject is Indigenous history.5 
Piccini and Schaepe (2014) argue that 
archaeology is foundational to the con-
struction of contemporary identity in 
Indigenous and Western communities. 
Lyons and Marshall (2014) confront 
simplistic interpretations of mate-
rial belongings by juxtaposing Indig-
enous knowledge with that of orthodox 
archaeology.  Connaughton et  a l . 
(2014) argue that CRM archaeology 
disenfranchises Indigenous Peoples of 
their material heritage and in doing so 
diverts Indigenous capital, power, and 
authority to non-Indigenous archae-
ologists, governments, companies and 
developers. Supernant and Warrick 
(2014) argue that colonial history has 
granted archaeology power in determin-
ing authenticity in claims to ancestry, a 
power that they argue archaeologists fail 
to recognize. Thus, the claim by La Salle 
and Hutchings that we do not explore 
the role of archaeology in constructing 
colonial visions of indigeneity to the 
detriment of Indigenous communities 
is clearly false. Again, they are largely 
in agreement with our work (and vice 
versa), despite their claims otherwise.
4. Hijacking Indigenous Archaeology
La Salle and Hutchings claim that 
the construct of community-oriented 
archaeology hijacks Indigenous archae-
ology.6 They write, 
we find it ironic and troubling that 
the spirit of community archae-
ology—to orient archaeology 
towards affected descendant com-
munities—has been appropriated 
such that archaeologists are the 
descendants and archaeology the 
community affected [La Salle and 
Hutchings 2016:167]. 
Elsewhere they state, 
the articles in Community-Ori-
ented Archaeology have been 
written by archaeologists, for 
archaeologists, about archaeol-
ogy. This is a significant deviation 
from the vision of Indigenous 
archaeology commonly espoused 
as by, with, and for Indigenous 
peoples [La Salle and Hutchings 
2016:170]. 
La Salle and Hutchings misunder-
stand that our use of community-ori-
ented archaeology is intentionally not 
synonymous with Indigenous archaeol-
ogy, precisely to avoid co-opting the 
term. We created the term “community-
oriented archaeology” as a broad signal 
that archaeology can never be neutral, 
but will always be oriented to a specific 
community. Our purpose, as we noted, 
was to confront archaeological illu-
sions of objectivity that serve to mask 
the imposition of Western ethnocentric 
values upon Indigenous peoples and 
their history(ies). As Martindale and 
Lyons (2014:427) wrote:
We specifically wished to direct 
attention towards the community 
that is archaeology, both as a 
professional and academic caste 
and, following Sahlins (1996), as 
a discipline that reflects a cultur-
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ally specific view of human nature 
emerging from western history. 
Subjecting this community to 
interrogation helps move non-
Indigenous archaeologists from a 
safe space of unassailable privilege 
to a critique of our motives (both 
acknowledged and tacit), our 
methods, and our interactions with 
cultural others, past and present.
This is a complex issue, and we rec-
ognize and agree with much of La Salle 
and Hutchings’ critique on this point 
(see below). However, we think that 
confronting archaeology’s structural 
biases benefits from (though is not 
limited to) an exploration of archaeo-
logical assumptions that emerge from 
its orientation to Western culture.7 It is 
important to remember that by framing 
community-oriented archaeology as the 
larger issue, we are striving to include 
other, non-Indigenous communities. 
5. Ignoring Racism
La Salle and Hutchings (2016:168) 
express dismay that, “frank discussions 
of racism do not appear in Community-
Oriented Archaeology”. While we agree 
that more could and needs to be said on 
this issue, this criticism is overstated. As 
Martindale and Lyons (2014:427) assert 
about the asymmetries of archaeological 
interpretation, “the parallels to racism 
in this double standard are difficult to 
ignore (Echo-Hawk 2010; Echo-Hawk 
and Zimmerman 2006).” Similarly, Mar-
tindale and Nicholas (2014) argue, 
like many asymmetrical power rela-
tions, the arbitrary invention of 
race is more visible to individuals 
who occupy subaltern positions in 
the power hierarchy; those who 
occupy the dominant racial taxa 
are often unaware that a racialized 
landscape exists or of the asymme-
tries it perpetuates and are ignorant 
of their own role in constructing it 
(Prakash 1994; Sharp 2008).
La Salle and Hutchings also argue 
that we “quickly move past such matters 
to discuss solutions” and “reframe the 
dynamic as not about race but ‘philo-
sophical concurrence.’” While our lan-
guage was cumbersome, Martindale and 
Nicholas’ central thesis is that different 
cultural standpoints generate differ 
perceptions of reality. These become 
enshrined as structural asymmetries of 
power that become manifest in colonial 
projects such as archaeology; this is 
essentially a critique of racism, but one 
that broadens the cause from racializa-
tion (a Western construct) to culturally 
constructed expectations of reality (a 
construct that accommodates non-West-
ern cultural contexts.) We acknowledge 
La Salle and Hutchings’ point that we 
could have been braver in making this 
connection directly. However, in part, 
we wanted to include other standpoints 
beyond race in our logic. We are also 
attentive to the argument from such 
Indigenous scholars as Tallbear (2013) 
and Weaver (2001) who argue that 
Indigenous concepts of blood ancestry 
are not the same as Western constructs 
of race.8 Thus an exploration of racism, 
though valuable, cannot be the end of 
the conversation about ethnocentrism. 
6. Excluding Indigenous Archaeologists
La Salle and Hutchings note the limited 
representation of Indigenous authors in 
the special section, 
we wonder whether the authors of 
Community-Oriented Archaeology 
could have made strides towards 
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rectifying this inequality had they 
elected to co-publish with their col-
laborating communities.
This is a valid critique (although several 
authors in the special section are Indig-
enous), indeed one we ourselves stated, 
these contributors are primarily 
non-Indigenous archaeologists 
working with Indigenous descent 
communities. This special section 
is thus a partial view of a complex 
subject, and one criticism you 
should have of it is the lack of rep-
resentation of Indigenous voices 
[Martindale and Lyons 2014:428]. 
While there is a valid critique of self-
indulgence in this direction, we argued 
that there was merit in this conversation. 
La Salle and Hutchings omit reference 
to the work that we have done and 
continue to do with and for Indigenous 
partners. These include both publica-
tions9 (e.g., Grier and Shaver 2008; 
Hennessy et al. 2013; Lyons et al. 2010, 
2012b; Martindale and Marsden 2003; 
2011; McHalsie et al. 2001; Nicholas 
2010b; Schaepe et al. 2001; Sutton et al. 
2003), reports, and projects in multiple 
media that do not produce publica-
tions.10
7) Marginalizing La Salle
Finally, La Salle and Hutchings criticize 
us for excluding La Salle from the spe-
cial section, arguing that “her critiques 
are not mentioned in Community-Ori-
ented Archaeology.” This implies that 
we intentionally marginalized her voice 
to avoid her critique. La Salle’s (2013) 
presentation at the Canadian Archaeo-
logical Association conference session 
from which these papers were drawn 
was largely a reproduction of her 2010 
publication, a source that is cited seven 
times in our papers. Similarly, La Salle 
and Hutchings (2012) is cited six times. 
As we note throughout our reply, we are 
largely and demonstrably in agreement 
with La Salle, so it is illogical to argue 
that we avoided her critique or that we 
are fundamentally opposed to her views. 
Moreover, as Martindale and Lyons 
(2014:427) noted, our purpose was 
to build out of  biographical 
accounts and case study examples 
of community-oriented engage-
ments to evaluate whether and in 
what manner archaeology trans-
forms under this rubric.
The special section included less than 
half of the papers in the symposium, 
focusing on those that presented 
advanced, novel projects. The coherence 
of the special section was founded on the 
analysis of archaeologists who work in 
partnership with Indigenous communi-
ties and this includes neither La Salle 
nor Hutchings.
Foundational Issues
La Salle and Hutchings challenge us on 
four key issues: 1) that we assume archae-
ology is an exploration of history; 2) that 
we do not seriously engage with the 
asymmetries of power in archaeology; 
3) that our papers serve only to secure 
our privileged scholarly and professional 
authority; and 4) that we assume that 
archaeology, specifically our archaeol-
ogy, has value to Indigenous descent 
communities. None of these challenges 
is unique to our papers. Indeed, much of 
our work, like that of La Salle and Hutch-
ings, is a consideration of these claims 
and a confrontation (albeit imperfect) 
with the asymmetries in archaeological 
partnerships. 
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1. Archaeology (not) as History
La Salle and Hutchings make the pro-
vocative case that archaeology is not nor 
can be a study of the past. They note, 
One could conclude that the 
aim of community archaeology 
is to “understand history” (Mar-
tindale and Nicholas 2014:434) 
rather than the present, a short-
sighted and potentially dangerous 
approach [La Salle and Hutchings 
2016:167]. 
While it may seem illogical to some 
archaeologists to defend their disci-
pline’s ability to discern the past, this 
is one of La Salle and Hutchings’ ideas 
that has value but which we did not fully 
address (although this is the subject and 
thesis of Piccini and Schaepe’s [2014] 
essay, and is discussed in Supernant and 
Warrick’s [2014] paper). In some sig-
nificant ways, archaeology is very much 
about the present (see for example 
Graves-Brown et al. 2013). That is, the 
questions we direct at the archaeological 
record and the epistemologies, methods, 
and interpretive logics we use reveal as 
much about ourselves as they do about 
past peoples. Throughout our special 
section we acknowledged the deep and 
powerful influence of ethnocentrism 
by archaeology on Indigenous history, 
yet we maintained—and still do—that 
these biases could be at least partially 
mitigated in two ways: via self-reflection, 
and via scrutiny from descendent com-
munities. Indeed, this was the point of 
the special section and its gravitation to 
authors who are archaeologists who work 
with and for Indigenous communities; 
thus the papers are self-reflections on 
archaeology that were provoked by align-
ing with and in many cases deferring 
research agendas to Indigenous descent 
communities. We sought to identify 
and accommodate limitations within 
archaeology, but our efforts are directed 
to not just critique but to actively seek, 
as La Salle and Hutchings (2016:168) 
somewhat derisively note, “solutions.” 
We believe solutions are not only possi-
ble, but desired, for three reasons.
First, despite its ethnocentrisms, we 
think that archaeology does describe 
and can potentially interpret the past, 
and much of our work is built out of this 
assumption. Our view is both optimistic 
but also, as Martindale and Nicholas 
(2014) note, potentially naïve. We 
acknowledge that this is not a simple 
task, given that archaeology both cre-
ates and is part of a society that per-
petuates asymmetries of power. Thus 
we recognize the value in La Salle and 
Hutchings’ staking a polarized view and 
challenging the ability of archaeology to 
achieve its stated and implied goals via 
“truth-telling” (Hutchings and La Salle 
2016). However, it is equally naïve and 
marginalizing to descent communities 
to argue that archaeology is unable 
to explore history (see Battle-Baptiste 
2010; Handsman 1995; Leone 2010 for 
further discussion). The material prod-
ucts of past peoples are a reflection of 
their lives. Thus, the issue is not whether 
archaeology can explore history, but 
whether archaeologists can overcome 
their ethnocentrisms, and this is a sub-
ject of considerable discussion in our 
papers. Second, La Salle and Hutchings’ 
thesis is opposed by many Indigenous 
archaeologists, and we cannot discount 
the value they see in the discipline 
(e.g., Atalay 2008; Bruchac 2007; Gould 
2014; Menzies 2015a; Watkins 2003, 
2010b; Wilcox 2009). This issue is part 
of a larger discourse on the ability of 
scholarship to move beyond its cultural 
framework toward what Martindale and 
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Nicholas (2014) referred to as a more 
federated interdiscipinarity. Lastly, the 
archaeology we discuss in our papers 
was done with the support and direction 
of our community partners. Although 
La Salle and Hutchings critique us for 
producing a self-reflexive suite of papers, 
the support of descent communities in 
assessing, confronting, and re-making 
archaeology cannot simply be ignored. 
2. Marginalization
Archaeology is a colonialist enterprise. 
In settler contexts it has historically 
been largely an assessment of Indig-
enous history by non-Indigenous people 
unaware of or unconcerned with the 
foundational ethnocentrisms in their 
perception (hence our special section’s 
exploration of this important subject). 
The assumption of neutrality masks 
these asymmetries and obscures their 
manifestation in law, practice, and 
scholarship. This critique has existed for 
decades (e.g., Shanks and Tilley 1989). 
However, we think that archaeology 
is and can be more than its colonialist 
content if, as we argue and discuss, the 
views of Indigenous partners are the 
basis for critique11 (e.g., Menzies 2013, 
2015a, 2015b; Watkins 2010a). For exam-
ple, Charles Menzies’ appropriation of 
archaeology for Indigenous purposes 
demonstrates that the archaeological 
project is not simply a colonial project, 
but can remain archaeological even as a 
confrontation of colonialism. He writes:
What we did was different. We used 
the tools of archaeology, but we 
used them under our direction, 
not as hired hands or compliant 
observers. We weren’t guided by 
mainstream disciplinary concerns 
to do science and make discover-
ies. We were, in a large sense, 
doing what we normally do when 
we head out on the water, but we 
had added something more to look 
for: archaeological samples. That’s 
the point, though. A meaningful 
collaboration is where the direc-
tion, focus, and design are led by 
Indigenous people—not the other 
way around [Menzies 2015b:19].
This work changes what archaeology 
can be, moving it towards contempo-
rary purpose and non-orthodox forms 
of scholarship, including narrative 
(e.g., Irons 201212, Million 2003). Like 
many of us, including La Salle and 
Hutchings, Menzies (2015b:17) notes 
the complicity of research in power 
dynamics, even as researchers claim 
a neutral stance. If non-Indigenous 
archaeologists are to form meaningful 
partnerships with Indigenous communi-
ties, then they must reconcile their own 
role in the colonial project. 
Is the goal of equality in Indigenous 
/non-Indigenous archaeology in this 
context “insulting,” as La Salle and 
Hutchings (2016:171) opine? Part of 
our approach is, following Croes (2010), 
pragmatic. Despite La Salle and Hutch-
ings’ protestations, archaeology is not 
going to stop nor is archaeological 
knowledge going to cease being con-
sumed in the service of powerful and 
vested interests such as the state. Thus, 
we argue that there is merit in efforts 
by archaeologists to confront overt as 
well as more covert structural inequali-
ties within archaeology and the con-
sumption of archaeological knowledge. 
We chose to raise this critique in an 
academic journal, thus rendering our 
discussion academic. This is not the only 
venue for our discussions, and other con-
texts produce different kinds of analyti-
cal outcomes. However, ours necessarily, 
Journal Canadien d’Archéologie 40 (2016)
ARCHAEOLOGY AS PARTNERSHIPS IN PRACTICE • 191
and with some value, framed the issues 
in academic logic. For example, contrary 
to La Salle and Hutchings’ view, archae-
ology has played a significant role in 
Aboriginal rights and titles cases. Recent 
rulings in R. v Lax Kw’alaams and R. v 
Tsilchotin illustrate both that courts use 
archaeological data with increasing fre-
quency and they do so with foundational 
misunderstandings of the vulnerabilities 
to bias (Martindale 2014; Miller 2011). 
As Supernant and Warrick (2014:564) 
argue, 
The Western legal and knowledge 
structures in which archaeologists 
work continue to lend undue cre-
dence to archaeological outcomes 
and the results of archaeological 
research can become implicated in 
how communities engage in claims 
for rights, title, and recognition in 
Canada.
Archaeological self-critique plays a 
valuable role in confronting the misuse 
of archaeology by the state. Arguments 
such as from Martindale and Nicholas 
(2014) serve to undermine13 both the 
use of archaeology to refute Indigenous 
oral records and the testimony of archae-
ologists that contradict that of Indig-
enous scholars and knowledge-holders. 
Projects described by Angelbeck and 
Grier, Supernant and Warrick, and 
Lyons and Marshall allow both archaeo-
logical knowledge and Indigenous schol-
arship to work in concert to explore both 
the subject of history and the capacities 
and limitations of archaeology. It is 
also important to note that some of our 
Indigenous partners preferred to not 
join in the authorship of our papers, 
but instead chose to allow their words 
to be presented as quotations. Partner-
ships take on many forms in different 
contexts; some focus on collaborative 
practice during research, others on the 
production of knowledge for different 
audiences. Our academic view from 
largely non-Indigenous perspectives is 
situated, but not without value in these 
conversations. Thus, we see value in 
La Salle and Hutchings’ critique of our 
papers, but not in their pessimism on the 
potential for a less colonial archaeology. 
3. Preserving the Status Quo
La Salle and Hutchings argue that our 
efforts do not confront archaeological 
asymmetries but instead mask them 
in a more palatable form. They argue 
that our work does not sufficiently 
explore the colonial underpinnings of 
archaeology and in doing so, our col-
lective approach “is at best superficial, 
at worst a lie” (La Salle and Hutchings 
2016:172). Though challenging, this is a 
valuable critique on the essential nature 
of archaeology in settler nations (Trigger 
1980, 1984; also McGuire 1992, 2008). 
Is archaeology so deeply compromised 
that it cannot avoid being colonial? Are 
its efforts at confronting both its colonial 
legacy and the contemporary manifesta-
tion of that legacy simply self-serving ways 
of perpetuating colonialism and privileg-
ing non-Indigenous archaeologists? 
We argue that the contrast is neither 
as stark nor as simplistic as La Salle and 
Hutchings propose. That is, archaeology 
is not either Western or Indigenous, and 
translation, respect, and symmetry are 
indeed possible. At the same time, we 
would argue that contemporary archae-
ology is not a postcolonial undertaking, 
and we did not intend our optimistic 
view to be interpreted as such. Colonial 
processes and practices continue to sup-
port our institutional and social struc-
tures. Thus, following our Indigenous 
allies, we see our task as steadily expos-
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ing, examining, and rectifying these soci-
etal inequalities (Atalay 2010a, 2010b; 
Grande 2003; Lydon and Rizvi 2010; 
Lyons 2013:84–88; Smith 2012:14, 2005). 
Instead of assuming that archaeology 
is irrevocably colonial, we argue that 
there are logical grounds based on both 
intellectual and moral arguments for 
revealing, and thus for overcoming, its 
ethnocentrism. For example, Martin-
dale and Nicholas’ (2014) purpose is to 
create a logical argument that permits 
the spiritual knowledge of Indigenous 
tradition to be respected in archaeol-
ogy, thereby addressing a pervasive and 
substantial omission in the non-native 
archaeology of Indigenous history. It is 
an attempt to overcome the very “spiri-
tual dislocation” that La Salle and Hutch-
ings (2016:174) decry. The motivation to 
explore and respectfully accommodate 
archaeological and Indigenous views 
emerges, as they note, from feminist 
scholars such as Wylie (2012) and Indig-
enous scholars such as Atleo (2004). 
Both use logic to confront and over-
come ethnocentrism, and we share their 
implied optimism. Second, our Indig-
enous partners guide us in this view. Our 
engagement on shared projects and our 
efforts at creating a level playing field or 
tilting the balances of power in favour 
of Indigenous partners is real and both 
initiated and supported by these com-
munities (e.g., Atalay 2010; Gould 2010; 
Kawelu 2015; McNiven 2016; Rigney 
2003; Wilson 2007; Yellowhorn 2002). 
Is archaeology itself, as La Salle and 
Hutchings argue, a vested interest? We 
agree that it is. Archaeology is a pro-
fessional practice that, among other 
things, serves to advance the endeav-
our of archaeology and the careers of 
archaeologists (Menzies 2015b). As 
West (1995) argued, archaeologists 
Charles Borden and Wilson Duff cre-
ated the Heritage Conservation Act 
of British Columbia to shift control of 
Indigenous heritage to archaeologists 
(this process has been a world-wide one 
[Trigger 1984]). Similarly, Piccini and 
Schaepe (2014:467) note that efforts at 
co-production can and do mask neolib-
eral regulatory mechanisms that seek to 
control communities by making them 
agents of their own behaviour manage-
ment. Contemporary archaeology is in 
part dedicated to rectifying these asym-
metries (e.g., Atalay et al. 2014; Lydon 
and Rizvi 2010; Roth 2015). Thus, we 
are left as a discipline with a choice, and 
we are indebted to scholars like La Salle 
and Hutchings for raising such issues in 
stark terms. Do we work to end archaeol-
ogy or do we work to transform it? That 
we choose the latter is, as La Salle and 
Hutchings note, in our own best inter-
ests. However, it is not only that. Piccini 
and Schaepe (2014:470) argued:
Yet, is it too easy to dismiss the 
collective move towards locating 
expertise within communities 
as simply a cynical exercise in 
“feel-good” public engagement, 
cost-cutting or white- (green-, or 
red-) washing corporate expan-
sion? To dismiss out-of-hand risks 
a different kind of paternalistic 
marginalization of communities as 
unknowledgeable, fails to account 
for the multiplicities of agency and 
sidesteps what is at stake in contem-
porary archaeological practices: an 
attempt to account for archaeo-
logical work as not representing 
the world “out there”, but as a key 
agent in worldmaking.
4. Indigenizing Archaeology 
We think that La Salle and Hutchings 
oversimplify the nature of Indigenous/
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non-Indigenous archaeological partner-
ships. These are not homogenous. Our 
own contexts include Indigenous com-
munities whose members are archae-
ologists, who employ non-Indigenous 
archaeologists, who hire archaeologists 
(Indigenous and non-Indigenous), and 
who form academic research partner-
ships with non-Indigenous and Indig-
enous archaeologists. Some Indigenous 
communities frame their archaeological 
capacity as doing archaeology, being 
archaeological or the more distanced, 
monitoring of archaeology. Each of 
these dynamics creates its own structures 
of power over heritage and knowledge 
from those in which Indigenous com-
munities direct archaeology, those which 
aspire to symmetrical partnerships, and 
those which work under and attempt to 
confront inequitable legislative regimes. 
Thus, they are not simply about divesting 
control of heritage to descent commu-
nities. Instead they are about the rela-
tionships between archaeologists and 
communities to achieve a suite of goals 
including divesting control of heritage 
but also protecting heritage, exploring 
history and transforming the arenas of 
power in archaeology and institutions 
that consume archaeological knowledge, 
and addressing inequalities in the con-
temporary world. These institutions of 
inequality include legislative and other 
state-sponsored interventions, but also 
ways of knowing and their vulnerabilities 
to misunderstanding. 
Does archaeology have value to Indig-
enous communities? We cannot follow 
La Salle and Hutchings in answering 
this question on behalf of Indigenous 
people. Instead, our special section 
focused on the transformations in our 
practice and ideas about archaeology 
that emerge from partnerships with 
Indigenous communities. We argue that 
although the ethnocentrisms of archae-
ology are profound and entrenched 
in asymmetries of power, such part-
nerships are transformative, though 
they are the beginning not the end of 
processes of change. We turn again to 
Menzies, whose critique of archaeology 
and anthropology ends with guarded 
optimism:
Collaborative research might not 
be the best way for all researchers 
to operate, but it is a good way. 
Most research in aboriginal com-
munities is still driven by external 
demands: corporate interests, 
colonially imposed legal frame-
works, and external researchers’ 
theoretical fashions and fancies. 
We would like to see that change. 
However, given the context of 
these forces for our Indigenous 
communities it makes sense to me 
to prioritize collaborative research 
over investigator-led researcher 
or academic research that denies 
its own embeddedness in colonial 
processes. It is best to work with 
or for First Nations rather than to 
work on us. (Menzies 2015b:18, 
emphasis in original).
A Beginning Rather than a Conclusion
We note that both Martindale and Lyons 
(2014:427) and La Salle and Hutchings 
(2016:174) quote Nicholas’ comments as 
discussant to the symposium, 
To be honest, I’m disappointed 
that overall the session doesn’t 
move the discussion forward as 
much as I would have hoped. After 
25-plus years of archaeology’s 
engagement with “community,” I 
have to ask what’s really new here?”
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Each of us has responded to this chal-
lenge. In our view, we have much in 
common with La Salle and Hutchings, 
except that our work exists in close, 
ongoing, often amiable and fruitful dia-
logue with Indigenous Peoples. If there 
is an undeclared theme in our papers it 
is that archaeology by non-Indigenous 
archaeologists addresses its limitations 
most profoundly, not via critique as 
La Salle and Hutchings argue, but as 
research that finds its relevance in work-
ing partnerships. 
Each of our case studies puts archae-
ology and archaeologists in partnership 
with descent communities. As Piccini 
and Schaepe (2014:471) argued, 
the aim is to rethink archaeology 
as a participatory practice that 
has the potential to transform 
the discipline from a method of 
institutional reproduction into a 
more radically Indigenous set of 
knowledge practices.
Their presentation of archaeology in the 
service of the Stó:lō Nation and Knowle 
West illustrates that the endeavor 
extends beyond the discipline to an 
exploration of belonging and wellbeing, 
of which an archaeological exploration 
of material history is simply a facet. 
Doing so appropriates archaeology for 
community purposes, within which 
archaeological research provides service 
to descent communities as they fight 
for their history and heritage, at times 
against the very orthodoxy of institu-
tional archaeology. Piccini and Schaepe 
(2014:485) write, 
Do  we  rep lace  one  l im i ted 
archaeology with another due to 
undoubted exclusions, silences 
and lacunae? Who participates in 
these participatory practices and 
who does not and how can archae-
ology intervene in and even miti-
gate such exclusions? Conversely, 
what are the potential risks to these 
communities in making cultural 
heritage accessible, especially 
when the terms of that access come 
to be framed through research 
partnerships with academic institu-
tions and local government? In the 
cases of Stó:lō Nation and Knowle 
West we worked with communities 
to find ways to acknowledge and 
better value informal and tacit 
knowledges and to find ways to 
support communities to control 
and circulate their own intellectual 
property in the form of heritage. 
A significant aspect of this work 
involves accounting for the perva-
siveness of archaeology in every-
day life, a pervasiveness that may 
stretch conventional, academic 
definitions of archaeology.
Archaeology as service includes 
translation and advocacy across lines of 
colonialism. Lyons and Marshall’s paper, 
for example, frames the archaeological 
task as translation between the cultural 
contexts of Indigenous material-worlds 
and interpretive frameworks supposed 
by archaeologists. Their purpose is to 
expand archaeological understanding 
in ways that include Indigenous insight 
into materiality. In return, Lyons and 
Marshall challenge the implicit colonial-
ism in archaeology that renders other 
peoples’ things as simplistic avatars for 
Western imaginaries of Indigenousness. 
Maori and Inuvialuit communities do 
not benefit from archaeology to explain 
their history; instead, they need archae-
ologists who will confront the ethnocen-
trism in archaeological orthodoxies that, 
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as La Salle and Hutchings note, is often 
implicated in statecraft. Martindale and 
Nicholas frame this translative space in 
theoretical terms as a way of confront-
ing the unacknowledged ethnocentrism 
hidden in objective/objectivism of law 
and archaeology. More importantly per-
haps, Lyons and Marshall bear witness 
to Indigenous knowledge holders, con-
veying their scholarship to a wider audi-
ence, a role that Stoller (2007) argues 
is anthropology’s most valuable service.
Angelbeck and Grier argue that col-
laborative research, though possible, is 
as La Salle (2010) argued more easily 
declared than fulfilled. Their presenta-
tion of non-Indigenous/Indigenous 
partnerships that have lasted decades 
illustrates that if equality is possible, it 
comes through life-long commitments. 
Theirs is a cautionary tale: no amount 
of good will or clever critique will illu-
minate non-Indigenous archaeological 
bias and the lacunae of ethnocentrism. 
Instead, they argue that the horizontal-
ism that they aspire to is only possible 
when non-Indigenous archaeologists 
form commitments of partnership, of 
doing (and not doing) archaeology in 
ways and for purposes directed by the 
descent community. They conclude that 
it is the relationship itself that is the 
benefit:
Indigenous heritage—involving 
stories, traditions, protocols, his-
tories, cultural materials, features 
and sites—comprise a form of 
capital. When this culture and his-
tory is shared with archaeologists, 
it is not just knowledge given, but 
something given with the anticipa-
tion of ongoing interactions and 
realization of reciprocal benefits. 
In this light, the importance of 
researchers returning and present-
ing results to Indigenous commu-
nities is clear. Traditional forms 
of long-term relationships provide 
a model which we must bring to 
archaeological practice and our 
collaborative efforts … In short, 
this notion—that a wrong is com-
mitted, some material compensa-
tion is offered and accepted, and 
thus the balance ledger is thereby 
settled—is incommensurate with 
how aboriginal notions of relation-
ships work [Angelbeck and Grier 
2016:534].
Finally, archaeology as partnerships 
with Indigenous descent communities 
improves archaeology. As Connaugh-
ton et al. (2014) argue, it has value even 
within the contested world of CRM. 
La Salle and Hutchings disagree, but 
their argument contains a foundational 
illogic: that is, they argue that archae-
ology is flawed but criticize efforts to 
improve it as being self-serving. We agree 
that archaeology is flawed. Supernant 
and Warrick (2014:565, 567) state that:
We must account for the fact that 
archaeology working in a neo-colo-
nial context also has the possibility 
to do harm. Even when we are 
committed to a “postcolonial” or 
“decolonized” archaeology (follow-
ing Atalay 2006), the funding, leg-
islative, and education structure in 
which we work remain colonial … 
Archaeologists can recognize the 
rights of Indigenous communities 
to self-determination and sover-
eignty, but there are situations 
where the colonial systems increase 
inter- and intra-community ten-
sions. These situations force us, 
as archaeologists, to confront the 
ongoing legacies of oppression, 
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colonization, and knowledge pro-
duction, even when we are trying 
to work against these forces.
We also acknowledge that our efforts to 
improve archaeology are limited and that 
the discipline is, as Supernant and Warrick 
point out, vulnerable to its own colonialist 
forces and ignorance. However, we do not 
agree that there is no value in working 
towards a more inclusive, more accurate, 
and more equitable archaeology. The 
crux is how do we know when archaeol-
ogy is beneficial to descent communities 
or when it is detrimental? To some extent 
a debate about whether archaeology can 
escape the bounds of its colonial heritage 
is a red herring: the changes that the 
idea evokes in archaeological practice 
are often more relevant than the idea 
itself. As all of us have argued, archaeo-
logical confrontations of colonialism are 
about redressing asymmetries of power 
(Angelbeck and Grier 2014:521, 523; 
Connaughton et al. 2014: 543–544; Lyons 
and Marshall 2014:510; Martindale and 
Lyons 2014:425, 427, 430; Martindale 
and Nicholas 2014:436, 441; Piccini and 
Schaepe 2014:469, 485; Supernant and 
Warrick 2014:580). Our papers explored 
the practice and context of archaeology as 
a form of critique, but our foundational 
thesis is that Indigenous communities 
are the ones to determine archaeological 
value for Indigenous communities. Our 
case studies are illustrations of the prac-
tice of putting archaeology, whether CRM 
or academic, in partnership with and at 
times in the service of Indigenous descent 
communities, and that doing so begins 
to redress the colonial legacies of power 
imbalance. The challenges, but also the 
value, of such efforts are highlighted in 
the final report of the Truth and Recon-
ciliation Commission of Canada (2015) 
into Indian Residential Schools:
We are not there yet. The rela-
tionship between Aboriginal and 
non-Aboriginal peoples is not a 
mutually respectful one. But we 
believe we can get there, and we 
believe we can maintain it. Our 
ambition is to show how we can do 
that [V6, p. 3].
Reconciliation requires political 
will, joint leadership, trust building, 
accountability, and transparency, 
as well as a substantial investment 
of resources [V6, p. 16].
Together, Canadians must do more 
than just talk about reconciliation; 
we must learn how to practise rec-
onciliation in our everyday lives—
within ourselves and our families, 
and in our communities, govern-
ments, places of worship, schools, 
and work-places. To do so con-
structively, Canadians must remain 
committed to the ongoing work 
of establishing and maintaining 
respectful relationships [V6, p. 17].
The context of this enjoinder is a 
response to state-sponsored terrorization 
of Indigenous children and families via 
the Canadian government’s program of 
cultural genocide implemented (in part) 
via Indian Residential Schools. The con-
sequences of colonization on Indigenous 
communities are significant and brutal; 
conversations about archaeology have a 
role to play in the remediation of colonial 
transgression, but it is a modest one. The 
development of partnerships is the larger 
principle, and we suggest that partner-
ships of archaeological practice between 
Indigenous descent communities and 
the largely non-Indigenous endeavor 
of archaeology are the most significant 
arena from which to transform archaeol-
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ogy and by which archaeology can resolve 
its value to Indigenous peoples. Contrary 
to La Salle and Hutchings’ implication, 
our papers could never be an end point 
in this conversation. Instead, they are 
a step on a much longer path. We look 
forward to further discussions about what 
archaeology is and what it should be. 
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Notes
1. This change is both slow and very 
incomplete, however, as reflected in 
McGhee’s (2008) critique of Indig-
enous archaeology vs. replies by Col-
well-Chanthaphonh et al. 2010; Croes 
2010; Silliman 2010; Wilcox 2010.
2. These are separate issues, although 
the latter is more significant. 
3. Fully half of the contributors to this 
volume are presently or have recently 
been CRM practitioners. CRM is an 
increasingly varied place to practice, 
and the dividing line between CRM 
and academia is an increasingly per-
meable one. 
4. The Declaration on the Safeguard-
ing of Indigenous Ancestral Burial 
Grounds as Sacred Sites and Cultural 
Landscapes, developed by members 
of the IPinCH Project (directed by 
Nicholas) states the importance of 
recognizing and protecting Indig-
enous ancestral burial sites and calls 
on all levels of government to work 
together to ensure such sites are not 
subject to alteration or damage. It is 
a reminder to all parties, including 
both non-Indigenous governments 
and researchers, of their existing legal 
and ethical obligations with respect 
to First Nations sacred sites on which 
human remains of cultural and spir-
itual significance are interred. 
5. This is true also of Western Science vs. 
Indigenous Knowledge (Nicholas and 
Markey 2014).
6. Indeed, La Salle and Hutchings 
mis-state our views on Indigenous 
archaeology. They quote Martindale 
and Lyons (2014:426) as arguing, “the 
emphasis is on how to bring “Indig-
enous archaeology into the archaeo-
logical orthodoxy”. The full sentence 
reveals our true meaning, 
In this context it is useful to 
consider Nicholas’ (2010a) 
provocative thesis that we 
should work to end Indig-
enous archaeology, by which 
he means we should seek 
ways to bring the insights of 
Indigenous archaeology into 
the archaeological orthodoxy 
rather than leave it on the 
margins.
In fact we are arguing the reverse 
of what La Salle and Hutchings 
state: Indigenous archaeology 
should not be subsumed within 
archaeological orthodoxies, rather 
orthodox archaeology should be 
transformed by Indigenous schol-
arship.
7. This is a major part of Lyons’ local-
ized critical theory (2013, 2014), 
which Mark Leone has acknowledged 
as a logical extension of his work in 
Annapolis Royal (Leone, personal 
communication 1995, 2010).
8. This was at the core of a recent public 
symposium and workshop, “DNA and 
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Indigeneity: The Changing Role of 
Genetics in Indigenous Rights, Tribal 
Belonging, and Repatriation” (Nicho-
las et al. 2016), in which Tallbear was 
a participant; videos of the public 
symposium here: http://www.sfu.ca/
ipinch/resources/videos.
9. See the session “Indigenous Archaeol-
ogy in British Columbia” in the 2016 
Society for Applied Anthropology 
conference in Vancouver organized 
by Martindale that includes 11 presen-
tations based on Indigenous/archaeo-
logical partnerships.
10. Some of these are confidential, 
involving, for example, the search for 
burials associated with former Indian 
Residential Schools. 
11. Indeed, there is much attention 
to this issue by Indigenous scholars 
outside of archaeology (e.g., Grande 
2004; Mihesuah and Wilson 2004; 
Smith 2008, 2012). 
12. Irons (2012) effectively re-frames 
archaeology as the performance of 
a range of narrative structures emer-
gent from the cultural milieu of its 
practitioners. This critique recasts 
archaeology as a self-fulfilling biogra-
phy in which archaeologists are easily 
caricatured. For example, Andrew 
Martindale is the buffoonish “Dr. X” 
of Appendix A, while Kisha Supernant 
is the similarly caricatured “Dr. Y”; 
Irons appears to have mis-identified 
her as not Indigenous. 
13. La Salle and Hutchings found this 
paper especially opaque, a fair critique. 
It was written specifically to be consid-
ered in a legal context to make a case 
for the vulnerability of archaeology 
to ethnocentrism, but maintaining its 
capacity to describe Indigenous his-
tory. It was, in part, a response to R. 
v Lax Kw’alaams an Aboriginal rights 
and titles case which was taken to the 
Supreme Court of Canada and which 
is built out of an expert witness report 
(Lovesik 2007) which contains pervasive 
and fundamental errors about Martin-
dale’s scholarship (Martindale 2013).
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